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What does the MOU say?

Support for a voluntary program
Coordinate and prioritize funding

Provide recognition and certainty to
producers and the public

STATE OF MINNESOTA
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
US. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

ENGAGING IN A STATE AND FEDERAL PARTNERSHIP IN SUPPORT OF THE
MINNESOTA AGRICULTURAL WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION PROGRAM

e s o o o e e o o P

We, Mark Dayton, Governor of the State of Minnesota; Thomas J. Vilsack,
Secretary of the U.S. Department of Agriculture; and Lisa Jackson,
Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, by virtue of the
powers vested in us, do hereby issue this Memorandum of Understanding:

Establish a MAWQCP Advisory Committee




MAWQCP Advisory Committee

The committee submitted a series of
recommendations presented in seven
position papers:

Pilot projects

Program operations
Program measurement tool
Program data management
Program certainty

Program incentives
Program promotion




Legislative Actions

* Passed legislation placing the MAWQCP in statute

* Provided $3 million in Clean Water funding
(biennium)

* Statute adopts Advisory Committee’s
recommendations

* Pilot up to 3 years

* Review progress with advisory committee;
inter-agency team




Executive Action

* Builds on interagency
partnership

= Commissioner of Agriculture
shall sign certification contracts
on behalf of BWSR, DNR, and
MPCA

= Agencies shall honor contracts
when implementing new water
quality laws or rules

STATE OF MINNESOTA
EXEC v"rm-" DFI‘ARTMF

MARK DAYT()N
GOVERNOR

Executive Order 14-09

Directing Agency Cooperntion on the Minnesota Agricaltural Water Quality
Certification Program

1, Maurk Dayton, Governor of the State of Minaesota, by victoe of the power vested (i e by e
Conmliution and applicable statutes do hereby ssee this Executive Order

Wiherens, Minmesstn lirmery provide food, feed, fuel, and fiber for the Nation and the World, and
ugricullure s o camerstone of Minnestn's scomamy;

Wherens, Minnesotuss value the health of our rivers, lakes, Sreuns, wetlands, and growdwater,

Whereas, we must continue o proteet (e enviomment while sopporting economie developmes i
the Sute of Minmesomn;

Wherens, we seek 1o recognize the environmental sewurdship of farmers and ranchers who
tmplement and maintaln destred sl und water practicen;

Whereas, on January 17, 2012, | signedd o hstoric Memorandum of Understanding with Thomaes §
Vitsnck, Secretary, LS. Department of Agricature and Litw Jagkson, Adminisuatorn, U.S
Eawironmental Proteetion Agency, pledging 10 work wogether 1o suppon the development of
Minnesota' s Agriculral Water Qualiny Certificution Progrum;

Whereas, in 2013, the Minmesota |egisiature pussed Minnesom Statutes, sectlons 1 7.9891- 17.99)
authorkelng Minnesona Dopuriment of Aurcuiture, in consaliaton with Minnesota Department of
Nuturl Resomees, Minnesota Poltution Control Agency, wnd Minnesoia Boand off Water snd Suoil
Resources, 1o (mpletent a Mitnesorn Agriguttu ) Water Qualiny Certification Progrum

Whereas, this volamtsiry progream will e be pllated in selecisd watersheds scrons e state. anlll the
Commixsiener of Minnesots Department of Agricufiire, (0 eonmiltazion with the Minngaeta
Agriouiiral Water Quality Centificathon Frogrum Advisory Conumittee, the Commissioner of the




Certification Contract

= Contract between the state
of Minnesota and the
producer

= Qutlines duties a producer
must perform to retain
certification for 10 year term

= Defines certainty and grants
it to producer

= Field assessment records
attached as appendix to
contract

DA At

STATE OF MINNESOTA
AGRICULTURAL WATER QUALITY CERTIFICATION AGREEMENT

This ngrecument 1s between L Produeer ) and the Mmpesom Departnent of

Agnculmre (MDA Wioch s authorsed (o sign on bebalf of the Mintesots Pollithion Control Agency
Mimesota Depattment of Nangal Reconrges. and the Boand of Water aud So1) Resources pursuant 1o

Mimeyota Governor's Executive Oder | 09

Thus coutract s gotemed by Mitmesots Statutes Sections 17 9591-17 993 whuch outhie procedunes for
uupletuentg e Muwesots Agricultural Water Quality Cerfification Progras. All parties awee that the
Minmesots Agriculnmal Witer Quality Certrfication Program: is th rhe public iuterest a5 it éuhances the
ovarer quality of Minnesota’s nivers. lakes. siveanss, wetlands and @oundwater. as well as promotes sud
socelerates emvironmental sewardslup by Mumesota’s farmers

A. TERMS OF AGREEMENT:

A grecment st dase (v and expares ou




What is “Certainty?”

= Offered by Minnesota state government, via Certification contracts
= Not an exemption from existing rules and regulations
= Relevant to the land within an agricultural operation

= (Conditional upon:

= Implementation of recommended practices

=  Maintenance of practices during certification

In practice, “certainty” means:

Certified farms are deemed to be in compliance with any new water quality rules or
laws and considered to be meeting their contributions to any targeted reductions of
pollutants during the period of their certification.




Minnesota Agricultural
Water Quality
Certlﬁcatlon Program

Pilot Projects

MINNESOTA
.:F ? ?

Middle Sauk River

Whitewater River
Whiskey Creek
| EmCreek

* Whitewater Watershed

* Elm Creek Watershed

* Sauk River Watershed

* Whiskey Creek Watershed



Certification process

Technical/Financial
assistance

Develop
One page form: certification Third party
self-certify eligibility: certification: field
currently compliant assessment verify
process

Optional informed =
consent =







Assessment Tool

Unitless risk-assessment index scoring between 0 — 10 based
on the following criteria with site inspection:

1) Field characteristics and soil physical/erosion factors,
2) Nutrient management factors,

3) Tillage management factors,

4) Pest management factors,

5) Irrigation and tile drainage management,

6) Additional conservation practices

MINNFQTA




=5] Certification Data Entry X

Certification Record #: 1 4§ Print Certification Report led Finalize Record | | Save & Close |
- P I iProducet & Field / Site Information Field/Site Summary (Calculoted) '
a rce Producer: | Field Nutrient Tillage Pest
sl s 'Sample Plot E ‘*, Sensitivity Aanagement Management Mahasgement ‘
spec ifi C b Field Name: [Example 40 \ walRanking:| 531 | 10 | 8 [ 10 i
p y ‘Des::/fctlon / lcormin corn/soybean rotation Weighting Foctor: 0.25 | 0.25 ] 0.25 0.25 H
|  Botation Weighted Value: usa | 25 | 2 S
each crop informatin: . | i
\ - e Werghted Mean Value of Core Components:| 8.33
Pilot W5! |\Whitewater River B ———|
: Adjusten Mean Value with lrrigation & Tile Drainage: 8.33 U
* A svstems County: [Olmsted B , s 838 |
— -— Adjusted Mean Value with Conservation Practices: 9.06 "
Tawnship: Range; :I Section; | 1
sl B - ‘ SECEIN |1 B Final Scare: QOGj:
a p pro a C h Forty: IZ] aues'go Stetus (> 8.5 for Certification}: Certification Eligible

rat h e r‘ t h a n | Field PhysicalrFacrtors ’ Nu{rier:t Mar?agg;er:i | ﬁlla;gg i;e:st M?n;g;ment jlrrTg%tiqn /ﬁerarainiargé" Eqnfgw?tiqn;ré¢icés 7
o re wai Factor Weight
one specific p—— = “ i 5
fo Cu S Hydrologlc Soll Group! 'C - moderately high runoff pote?rtial E ‘7 5 7 025 ] 125
K-foctor: [0.33 - 0.43 high erodibility =] | 5 0.25 EE
INNESO Orgonic Motter Content: [2-4% E] } 6 0.25 \ 15
: Rainfall / Vegetation Cover: |  Select Rainfall / Vegetation Cover | Ii 525 | 0.25 l 1.3125
Water Quality index - Field Physical Factor [ s31
(Aggregoted k-foctor, arganic matter and roinfoll/vegetotion cover)

||adf Delete Record







Nutrient Management
Nitrogen Rate

Nitrogen application rate and associated score

Application Rate MAWQCP Score

Legume / No Nitrogen Applied 10
UMN BMP Recommendation 10
10% over the BMP ranges
20% over the BMP ranges
30% over the BMP ranges
50% over the BMP ranges

WATER
QUALITY
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Nutrient Management
Rate

Justification

Optimum N Rate ~_ Yield Response
N
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Background Loss é

Nitrogen Rate =»

Figure 6. Importance of using optimum N rate for
greatest profit and minimal nitrate-N loss.

Nitrate Leaching Loss =»

Our MN N rate BMP's were
developed with environmental
and agronomic concerns in mind,
and many of our BMP regions
have environmental N |loss data
to go along with the crop
response data.

While we acknowledge that the
nutrient use efficiency declines as
rate increase, incentivizing the
"mining of native fertility" by
encouraging under application of
N and P creates more problems
than it solves.



Assessment Tool

UNOYORAEY 07 MBSO

Best Management Practices for Nitrogen Use in

SOUTH-CENTRAL MINNESOTA

REST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR MITROGEN ATFLICATION
>

Certification Record #: 11 Wl Print Certification Report | |l Finalize Record | |[* Save & Close |
iProducer & Field / Site Information ‘\ Field/Site Summary (Colculated)
1 Producer: |1aohn Doe Farms [~ liaal :nw‘—rf
: A
ent } Tillage & Pest Management | Irrigation [TileD :l
! 5 \
H =
Soil Test P tables |
1
Nitrogen Application Rate: \MN BMP recommendation , j[
bhosphorus Apolication & . 2 \ Th |
Phosphorus Appiication Kate:. \UMN recommendation 10 0.21 2.1 | |
Synthetic Fertilizer Timing: ‘Recommended El ‘ — - ——— : o M — 7;‘7
Synthetic Fertilizer Source: |Recommended = | Compa reito
Synthetic Fertilizer Placement: |Recommended EI [ T reg,'ona”y_based —
Maonure Application Timing & Plocement: |Incorporated / Injected Fall ST <50° F B K BM PS m
* 7|
Water Quality Index - Nutrient Management Foctors |
; o ‘ =
(Aggregaoted value of Nutrient Management Factors) | 75 ‘
Regional Nitrogen BMPs Fertilizer Recommendations for Agronomic Crops in Minnesota -
=_?]: Delete Record | = J
|\gj\ Deig;e Recard |




AS S e S S m e n t TO O I ;Z::t?e:.t v’:g’;’g:r'; gfffgrﬁtf;‘ gﬁlr ez(:lTnZ forage legumes if com is
l-esume crop
Goal: Determine actual N rates

Harv&sted alfalfa
4 or more plants/ft’
2-3 plants/ft’
nitrate-N test? 20 |bs N o iess plaka®
_

_ Red clover
552

Synthetic N o
applied Total N Applied

'much manure was
\ ied last b)
Residual N l'”’” ogen credits) B 701bs N CRlEeRear
from previous l lManure applteu|

credit

] 140 Ibs N
Solid o

15t year N credit q Lab test What type?

Broadcast or Inject?

(2" year N credit ITaf:)!te :
caiculation If broadcast, did you

incorporate?

crop




Nutrient Management
Timing, Source and Placement

Synthetic Fertilizer

Recommended
Acceptable with Risk 6 6 6
Not Acceptable 1 i 1

Manure Fertilizer

Manure Fertilizer Recs m Fall ST < 50°F | Fall ST > 50°F m

Incorporated/Injected

Unincorporated 6 3 2 1

Fall ST= Soil Temperature



Tillage Management

Tillage
Description STIR Value

No Till <30 6

Mulch Till 31 t0 60 3

Conventional
60 to 100 5 &V&A{%}

Till
Intensive Till

CLRTIHING FARM

> 100 2







Pest Management

' = —
Description of Practice MAWQCP Score
Advanced IPM: Low risk IPM plus cultural 10
practices that minimize pests
Low Risk IPM: Basic IPM plus using 75

alternatives with lower risk for runoff or
rotation of pesticides

Basic IPM: Low risk control plus threshold- 7

based suppression

Low Risk Pest Control: Basic control plus using 5 WATER
< maximum label rates (%}an}'LI"E}"
Basic Pest Control: Suppression with only 2 f

Y

label-required mitigation (i.e. setbacks)




Pest Management

IPM Practice Level
Pesticide BMP factors
from Table 12-A

Advanced IPM: low risk IPM plus uses cultural
practices that minimize pests

Low Risk IPM: basic IPM plus uses alternatives
with lower risk for runoff and/or rotates
pesticides

Basic IPM: low risk control plus uses threshold-
based suppression

Low Risk Pest Control: basic control plus uses <
maximum label rates and any pesticide-specific
additional vegetative buffers or application
setbacks

Basic Pest Control: suppression with only label-
required mitigation (e.g., vegetative buffers or
application setbacks)

Adjusts planting rates, timing, crop rotations, irrigation schedules or field machinery dleaning to disrupt or otherwise minimize annual
carryover of pests or field conditions for pest outbreaks.

Works with professionals to select pesticides with low loss ratings for soil runoff and/or rotates among those with different modes of

action.

Scouts fields for pests, maps infestations each year. Determines if control results in crop yield benefits or longer term pest suppression.

Core BMP factors for farmer using any synthetic
or organic pesticide

Reduces application rates based on a label “rate
range"” andfor precision application methods;
scouts for weed escapes or pest outbreaks, with
subsequent applications only when necessary.

Reads labels and abides by legally required water
quality protection restrictions.

Pesticide-specific BMP factors for farmer using acetochlor, atrazine or chlorpyrifos

Atrazine;

. Uses = 0.8 Ibs a.i./yr in SE MN except on medium and fine textured soils where
up to 1.0 lbs a.i. yr can be used.

. Employs application setbacks or buffers around tile inlets.

Acetochlor:

. Uses lower, early-season post-emerge weed control in herbicide tolerant crop
production.

. Installs a 30-ft. or wider vegetative filter strip (66 ft. if in a watershed with

acetochlor impairments) at points of field runoff.

Atrazine: Does not apply within 200 feet of lakes and reservoirs, and 66 feet from
points where runoff enters streams and rivers.

Acetochlor: If applied with atrazine, application setbacks for atrazine are followed.
Chlorpyrifos: For soil- or foliar-applied liquid products, does not apply:

. within 25 ft. of water bodies for ground applications;

. within 150 ft. of water bodies for aerial applications.

For soil applied granular products, does not apply:

. within 150 ft. of water bodies for aerial applications.



Irrigation

Center Pivot -10.0%

Center Pivot with CP449 -1.5%

Trickle/Drip 0.0%

No Irrigation 0.0%

Sprinkler -5.0%
WATER
QUALITY

CINTTRRD AR




Tile Drainage

Tile Drain System MAWQCP Adjustment

No Tile Drain 0.0%

Tile Drain, open surface inlets -20.0%

Tile Drain, no open surface inlets -15.0%

Tile Drain with Drainage Water 10.0%

Management

Tile Drain, no open surface inlets and 0.0%
M INNESOTA

average of NM and TM > 9 ‘WATER
QUALITY

CUNTIRRD YNLR




Conservation Practices

Sediment Total P Nitrogen Pesticide

ss Range ss Range s Range ss Range

: - ~Ne Effectivene | Effectivene | Effectivenes | Effectivene
—- QO ® 0D
: Conservation Practice {mean) % (mean) % (mean) % {mean) %

Name Type
Contour Strip- Cropping Field 43-95 (77) 8-93 (44) 20-55 (37)
Contour Buffer Strip Field 83-91 (87) 49-80 (62) 27-50 (36) 53-77 (67)
Sediment Basins External 60-90 (84) 34-73 (50) 30
Field Borders Field 76-91 (86) 38-96 (65) 27 57-75 (66)
Riparian Forest Buffer External 41-93 53-98 67.5

(67.5) (75.5)
Filter Strip External 76-91 (86) 38-96 (65) 27 57-75 (66)
Grass Waterway External 77-97 (87) 47-83 (65)
Conservation Cover Field Up to 90
Water & Sediment External 97-99 (98) 64-80 (73)
Control Basin
Grade Stabilization Field 99

Structure



Field Verification

= Existing conservation practices are reviewed, setbacks and buffers paced,
tile inlets examined, areas susceptible to gullies visited, tillage and crop
rotation confirmed among other checks.




Sample Farm A

Renwlle County, MN o ——
CROP: Corn
= Slopeis<2%
= Synthetic nitrogen and phosphorous fertilizer within state
BMP ranges for rate, placement & timing (this includes Fall
application for this region)
= Tillage:
o Mulch Till
= Advanced Integrated Pest Management:
o Scout for pest thresholds
o Corn-bean rotation
=  Subsurface Tile Drainage

MINNFQT




Sample Farm A
Assessment Tool Calculation

—— ——

1) Field Physical Sensitivity: 7.9
2) Nutrient Management: 10
3) Tillage Management: 8
4) Pest Management: 10
Preliminary score: 8.9

5) No Irrigation and no Tile Drainage adjustment NETs
because NM & TM average > 9 g’ﬁ‘{%‘}
6) Conservation Practices: eligibility standard achieved i

CERTIFICATION ELIGIBLE




Sample Farm B

Olmsted County, MN — - e )

Crop: Corn
Slope is 5%-10%, more erodible soils
Synthetic nitrogen and phosphorous fertilizer within
state BMP ranges for rate, timing, and placement
Mulch tillage
Advanced Integrated Pest Management:

o Scout for pest thresholds

o Corn-bean rotation

! _
QUALLTY

LTINS SARS)

]



Sample Farm B
Assessment Tool Calculation

——

1) Field Physical Sensitivity: 5.3
2) Nutrient Management: 10
3) Tillage Management: 8
4) Pest Management: 10
Preliminary score: 8.3

5) No Irrigation or Tile Drainage
6) Conservation Practices: Grass Waterway 9.05

CERTIFICATION ELIGIBLE

_MINNESOTA
WATER

R R R



Producer & Field/Site Information
Producer Example Farms
Field Name: S-40

Description / Cornina Corn-Soy rotation
Rotation
Information

Pilar W5: Whitewater River
County: Olmsted
Township Range:; Section:

Forty: Acres: 40

Minnesota Agricultural Water Quality Certification: Record #: 9

Certified

Field/Site Summary

Fieid Nutrent Tihage Pest
Sensitivity Management Management Management

Wal Ronking 5.25 10 8 10
Weighting Factor. 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25
Weighted Value 131 25 2 25
Weighted Mean Value of Core Components 831
Adjusted Mean Value with [rrigaticn & Tile Drainage: 831
Adjusted Mean Value with Conservation Practices 9.05
Final Score: 9.05

Status (> 85 for Certification)

Certification Eligible

Field Physical Sensitivity
Stope (%); 5-10%

HSI

)

C - moderately high runoff potential
K-foctor: 0.33 - 0.43 high erodibifity

Organic

Matter

2-4%

Precipitation

Station Elgin 2 SSW

Nutrient Management
Nitrogen Application Rate. MN BMP recommendation
Phosphorus Appleation Rate- UMN recommendation
Synthetic Fertlizer Timing: Recommended
Synthetic Fertilizer Source. Recommended
Synthetic Fertilizer Plocement. Recommended

Manure Application Timing & No Manure Applied
Placement

Tillage Management

Muich Till with a STIR value of 31 to 60

Pest Management

Advanced IPM: Low risk IPM plus cultural practices that minimize
pests

Tile Drain System & Irrigation Management

Tile Drain System: No Tile Drain (0%)

Irrigation Method No Irrigation (0%)
and Adjustment

|Conservation Practices
Conservation Practice 1 Grass Waterway

Conservation Practice 2

Conservation Practice 3

[ ST o
|Certification Acknowlegement

This site has been reviewed for the Minnesata Agricuitural Water Quality Program and meets certification requirements

* 10 year term of
certification, with
amendments and
re-certification as
desired.



Questions?

WATE R
QUALITY

CERTIFIED FARM




